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INTRODUCTION

A phenomenpn of the past two decades has been the advent of collective bargaining in the -

public sector.- A paucity of research about this important issue exists. In fact, since the early
1970's the apparent qhé‘ntity_ of research into the effects of collective bargaining has dimin-
ished, and yet collective bargaihi'ng-cqr_ltinues to increase as a function of the desire of public
employees. There has been-a steady gro'\'/'v'th‘to influence their "“world of work’’ with bargain-
ing agreements within the public sector. Some states have passed legislation mandating collec-
tive bargaining and there has been a dramatic increase in the number of public employee

strikes across the country.

In view of the impact of collective bargaining and the absence of concrete information on
the effects of teacher bargaining on schools and colleges, the North Central Association Com-
mission on Research and Service appointed a study committee to conduct an investigation.
-The Committee on Administrative Roles was formed for the purpose of studying the per-
ceived effects of collective bargaining on significant educational, institutional and adminis-
trative variables by those who are in, perh_aps', the best position to assess the effects — front
line ‘administrators. The reality of collective bargaining may have import for the concept of

accreditation.

‘“The' Committee ‘on "Administrative Roles was appointed by the Commission on"Research ™ """

~and Service in the summer of 1975. Representatives from all levels of NCA membership —

_schools, cor_nmuhity and juhior colleges and universities — were included on the committee. A
study proposal was submitted to the Commission at its annual meeting held in Bloomington,
Indiana in September, 1975. With several minor modifications, the study proposal was
accepted and financial support was provided.

During the fall and winter of 1975 and early 1976 the Committee developed the survey
instruments and made. plans for the collection and analysis of survey data. The university
representative resigned from the committee during the instrument development stage. Because
of a tight schedule for conducting the study, no replacement was sought and the univen:s'ity
portion of the study was dropped. ;

Method

Sample .

The study sample included high school principals, school superintendents and community
college presidents. Survey instruments were mailed to 300 principals, 300 superintendents and
250 community college presidents within the nineteen state North Central Association region.

1



A systematic sampling procedure was used. The first subject was sélected at random and every
i/ th member of the population, as necessary to obtain the desired sample size, was selected.
This procedure guaranteed representativenesé by state. The 1975 NCA Membership Roster was
used as the population source. '

-

Instrumentation _
Two five-part survey instruments were developed by the study committee. The instruments,

containing many identical items, were developed for (a) principals and superintendents and

(b} community college presidents.

Part | of the survey instrument was designed to obtain important background information
on the individual respondent and his/her school, district or college. Part Il, entitled ‘‘General
Impressions,” contained statements about collective bargaining to which respondents indicated
agreement or disagreement on a six-point Likert-type scale. The principals/superintendents
instrument contained seven items in Part Il and the community college presidents instrument

contained six items.

Part 11l was a rating scale used by respondents to rate their respective schools/districts/
colleges on thirteen Institutional Quality variables. Administrators from _institutions with
collective bargaining were to complete additional ratings on the perceived “effects of collective
bargéining” on the institutional quality variables. A four-point scale was used in rating the

. variables on quality (outstanding, good, fair, poor).and a three point scale was used-for.speci- .. .. ... ...

fying the effects of teacher bargaining (strengthened, no effect, weakened).

Part 1V of the instruments provided for importance ratings on various Administrative Roles
and Functions. Respondents were asked to rate the roles and functions, in terms of perceived
importance, using a five-point scale. Administrators working in schools/distr'icts/colleges
with collective bargaining were instructed to indicate whether collective bargaining had
“strengthened,’’ ‘‘weakened’’ or had ‘’no effect’’ on each of the,,.l_:g_‘l_es and functions.

Part V of the survey instrument dealt with Problems and Issues in Education. Adminis-
trators rated each problem or issue on “present severity’” and their prediction of
“future severity.’”’ Five-point scales were used for both ratings. Administrators from organiza-
tions with collective bargaining rated ‘’positive,’”’ ”d?trimental" or ‘no effects’”” of collective

bargaining on each problem and issue.

Data Collection
Survey instruments were mailed to the sample during the first three weeks of March, 1976.

Each survey was accompanied by a cover letter describihg the intent of the study and potential

value of the results. A stamped envelope was enclosed for the return of. the completed

instrument.
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The surveys were not coded in any way. Respondents were advised that confideritiality was

assured. In an effort to follow#up on subjects who failed to complete and return the instru- -

ment, the entire sample was mailed a post card reminder two weeks after the initial mailing.
Analysis _ =

Analyses consisted of computing {a) numbers and percentages responding to each response
option and (b) comparative analyses within and among groups using the Chi Square (X2) test
for independent samples. In all cases of reported statistical significance, a p. < .05 applies.

Parts 111, IV and V of the instrument required completion of the perceived “effects of
collective bargaining” on each of the variables listed. Only those from schools/districts/colleges
with collective bargaining completed the "effects” ratings. These “effects’ analyses are, there-
fore, based on a smaller number of subjects and on basically different groups than-the quality,
importance and severity ratings of Parts 1i, IV and V. s :

The analyses reported here include among-groups comparisons on all quality, importance
and severity ratings and corresponding perceptions of the ‘‘effects of collective bargaining.”
Also included are within-groups analyses using size of organization, control of organization
{public-non-public), collective bargaining (with and without) and years engaged in collective
_bargaining on the quality, importance, and severity ratings and the perceptions of the "effects
of collective bargain.ing" on all variables under investigation.

RESULTS

Principals returned the highest percentage of usable survey instruments. Of the 300 mailed
~ to high school principals, 224 were completed and returned, one came back marked unde-
liverable and 17 were in unusable form due to failure to follow instructions. The net return
~ for principals was a 75% total with 69% returned in usable form (Table |). The superintendents
group returned a total of 165 completed instruments and five undeliverable. The total return
~accounted for was 70% with 63% returned in usable form. Community college presidents
returned 184 instruments out of 300 mailed for a 61% return figure. Seven of the 184 were
not usable for data analysis purpcses.

Most of the principals (see Table |) were from 9-12 (59%) and 10-12 schools (30%). The
majority represented public schools (95%). Seventy-one percent of the principals came from
mid-sized schools (400;2000 enrollments) with the remainder about evenly split between small
" and large schools (under 400 and over 2000). '

\'.
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Three-fourths of the principals who responded to the survey were from schools which
provice collective bargaining for teachers and over half of those have had teacher bargaining
for over six years. The vast majority of. principals work in schools whose teachers who are
affiliated with the National Education Association (84%) with some associated with the
American Federation of Teachers (9%). Where there is principal involvement in the negotia-
tions process, 40% have an active.role and 36% a passive role The remaining 24% serve in

some other capacity in negotiations. :
N

Table 2 shows the background information for superintendents. Nearly all superintendents
worked in K-12 districts (94%) and all but one came from publicly funded districts {(over 99%).
The distribution among types of communities served was 13% urban, 24% suburban, 30%
town and 34% rural. Three-fourths of the respondents camie from districts in the 400-5000
" enrollment classification. Another 17% were in larger districts with 5000-15000 enrollments
and only 8% came from very small or very large school districts.

Nearly the same proportion of superintendents as principals were from districts with collec-
‘tive bargaining for teachers (76% yes vs 24% no). Sixty: percent of those respondmg ‘ves,”
had engaged in collective bargalnlng for over six years. As with principals, in those districts
with teacher bargaining,the local teacher groups tended to afflllate wnth the NEA (89%). Eight
percent were associated with the AFT. :

~ Slightly less than half {46%) of the superintendents work in districts which permit principal
participation in teacher negotiations. Where participation does exist, 42% play an active role
versus 27% who serve a passive role. Thirty-one percent reportadly do neither.

Background information on community college presidents may be found in Table 3. Among
those presidents responding to the survey, 23% were from urban colleges, 27% suburban,
13% town and 37% from rural colleges. Most of the colleges represented were in the 1000-over

5000 enrollment classifications.

Two-thirds of the colleges represented (67%) were locally controlled one-fourth state
controlled and the remainder (9%) were non-public institutions.

Unlike the principals’ and superintendents’ results, less than half of the colleges have teacher
collective bargaining (41% yes vs 50% no). Of those colleges which have collective bargaining,
46% have negotiated 6 or more years, 28% 4-6 years and 26% 0-3 years.. Most (52%) of the
college collective bargamlng units are affiliated with NEA, but a substantial proportion (27%)
have AFT affiliation.

- About half (48%) of the colleges represented permit administrator or board member involve-
ment in the teacher negotiations process and over three-fourths of those provide for active

participation.

7



General Impressions — Part 11

Part Il of the Survey Instrument contained general statements about the collective bargain-
ing issue to which respondents indicated their agreement or disagreement on a six-point scale.
A summary of the results, which are found in Table 4, follow:

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

a)

There was strong agreement among all groups that collective bargaining is becoming

more prevalent in schools and colleges.

There was general agreement that professional education associations and organizations
understand the issue; however, community college presidents are less inclined to agree
to the awareness of the issue than principals and superintendents.

-

The three groups agreed that national professional associations and organizations (NCA
and others) are doing a good job of keeping their members current on bargaining issues;
however, community college presidents are in less agreement than principals and .

superintendents.

Apgroximately two-thirds of the administrators agreed that the administrator is increas-
ingly defenseless before the power of teachers and teacher organizations. Community
college presidents were less certain of this, howewer, than principals and superintendents.

Superintendents and principals were asked whether they agreed or disagreed that prin-
cipals should be actively involved in negotiations. Most agreed that they should, but
superintendents were in less agreement with the concept than were principals.

There was general agreement to the statement that collective bargaining has forced
administrators to share administrative decision making with teachers. As observed with
other statements, community college presidents agreed to a significant lesser extent
than did principals and superintendents. '

To the statement that collective bargaining has resulted in broader responsibilities
given to the administrator, a slight majority of superintendents and principals indicated
their agreement. Community college presidents were almost evenly divided, with slightly
more disagreeing to the statement than agreeing.

Institutional Quality Ratings — Part 111

Quality Ratings

On Part |11 of the instrument, respondents were asked to rate the schools/districts/cclleges

on the following 13 institutional quality variables:

8
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., Instructional program 8. Intra-staff communications

1

2. Extra-curricular programs 9. Public relations

3. Community support of education 10. Professional staff salaries

4. Staff morale 11. Fringe benefits for professional staff
5. Inservice programs 12. Physiéal facilities

6. Student academic achievement 13. Fiscal condition

7. Student morale

A four-point rating scale from “outstanding” to “poor” was used. Administrators from
organizations which engaged in collective bargaining with teachers were asked to indicate
the ""effects of negotiations”” on each of the institutional variables using '_a‘ three-point scale —
“strengthened,” '’no effect”” and “‘weakened.” '

The results of Part 11l may be found in Table 5 and Tables 8 through 53. There was a
general tendency to rate the school/district/college/ as “outstanding’’ or “good.” Over two-
.thitds of all three groups gave these ratings to their (a) instructional program, (b) extra cur-
ricular activities, (c) staff morale, (d) academic achievement, (e) student morale, (f) profes-
sional staff salaries and {g) fringe benefits. Commun/ty support of education, intra-staff
communications and public relations were rated as good or outstanding by a majority of
respondents but were not as highly rated by all three groups as those items listed above. Just
over half of the principals rated community suppbrt, public relations and staff communica-
“tions as "outstanding’ or *good’ in their schools. Superintender{ts'and community college -
presidents gave slightly better rating to their organizations on these three variables. Over three-
fourths of the community college presidents rated their physical facilities as “outstanding’’ or
“good.” Lower ratlngs were given by principals and superintendents: Those variables receiving
the lowest ratings were (a) inservice programs and (b) fiscal condition. Inservice programs were
rated as “fair’ or “poor” by over half of each group. Over half the principals rated their
schools’ fiscal condition as “fair’ or “poor’ with superintendents and community college
presidents giving slightly better fiscal condition ratings to their organizations.

Statistically significant among-groups differences in quality ratings ;Nere common. Of the
thirteen quality variables rated, nine produced significant differences among the three adminis-
trator groups. Community college presidents were responsible for most of the differences in
ratings. They tended to give higher (outstanding and good) ratings to their colleges than either
principals or superintendents gave to their respective schools/districts. Those quality variables
rated significantly higher by college presidents were: (a) instructional programs, (b) com-
munity support of education, !v) staff morale, (d) student academic achievement, (e) student
morale, (f) public relations, (g) fringe benefits, {h) physical facilities ‘and (i) fiscal condition
(Tables 8 through 16). Community college bresidents gave a significantly lower rating, relative
to princibals and.superintendents, to extra curricular programs (Table 17).




Effects of Collective Bargaining

Administrators working in institutions with collective bargaining were asked to rate the

effects of collective bargaining on the thirteen school/distri¢t/college quality variables. Respon- .

dents were to indicate whether they thought collective bargaining had “strengthened,”
"weakened,” or caused ‘’no effect’’ on each variable.

Five of the thirteen variables were rated by large proportions from each group as having
been ‘‘weakened” by collective bargaining. Fiscal condition received the greatest overall
proportion of ““weakened’ responses, with over half of all three groups perceiving a
"weakened’’ effect (Table 5). Other variables rated as ‘‘weakened’’ by collective bargaining
were community support of education, staff morale, intra-staff communications and public
relations. For each of these institutional varlables the "weakened’’ response was the most
frequently selected of the three response options.

Two items, professional staff salaries and fringe benefits for professional staff, were rated by
a majority of respondents as ‘‘strengthened’’ by collective bargaining. Well over two-thirds
of all groups perceived strengthening effects on these two variables.

The other variables ware perceived as having been largely unaffected by collective bargain-
ing. Those consideredileast affected by approximately four-fifths of each group were student
academic achievement, student morale and physical facilities. -

The three survey groups differed from one another on six of the thirteen effects ratings.
Community college presidents accounted for three of those differences. Greater proportions
of college presidents than principals and superintendents reported ‘weakened’ effects of
collective bargaining on /nstructional programs and inservice programs (Tables 18 and 19).
Although a large majority of all three groups reported that. professional staff salaries had
been “strengthehed“ by collective bargaining, that feeling was shared by a significantly smaller
proportion of community college presidents {Table 20). o

\
4

Superintendents responded in a significantly different manner on two of the institutional
variables — extra curricular activities and community support of education (Tables 21 and 22)..
A much higher proportion of superinfendents reported “‘weakened’ effects of collective
bargaining on community support of education, while a smaller proportion of superintendents
perceived "weakened’’ effects on extra-curricular activities.

Princinals were significantly different from superintendents and cornmunity college presi-
dents on a single variable — intra-staff communications (Table 23). Nearly half of the super-
intendents and college administrators reported ‘“‘weakened’’ effects on /ntra-staff communica-
tions as compared to less than one-third of the principals’ group.

10



Organizational Variables

Size. Statistically different response patterns within-groups on size of institution were
observed for three of the institutional quality variables. Principals and community college
presidents were different (within-groups) on ratings of (a) instructional programs, (b) profes-
sional staff salaries and (c) fringe benefits for professional staff (Tables 24, 25 and 26). In all
cases, principals and community college presidents from the larger schools and colleges gave
higher {outstanding, good) ratings to their institutions on these variables.

No statistically significant differences existed within-groups for superintendents or withir]
any of the three administrator groups on “‘effects of collective bargaining’’ based on size of
school/district/college.

o [T

Control of organization. Within-groups analyses on control of organization were possible
only for principals and community college presidents. No non-public superintendents re-
sponded to the survey. The “effects of collective bargalnlng analyses inc!uded only one
group — community college presidents. No pnnmpals from non-public schools who responded
to the survey, worked in institutions with collective bargaining for teachers.

The quality ratings produced five within-groups differences. Principals from public funded
and controlled schools rated professional staff salaries and fringe benef/ts for professmnal'
staff (Tables 27 and 28) more highly (outstandmg or good). than did non- public principals. .
However, nonjpubllc principals gave higher ratings to /instructional programs and intra-staff
communications than their public school counterparts {Tables 29 and 30).

Community._. college presidents differed significantly on only onejquality variable — com-
munity support of education (Table 31). Non-public presidents rated their colleges lower in
comraunity support than did presidents from state or locally controlled colleges. No dif-
ferences within-groups were observed on the “‘effects of collective bargaining’’ ratings. -

Years engaged in collective bargaining. The only vsithin-groups differences on years engaged
in collective bargaining were attributable to principals. Two quality variables were rated in
significantly different ways — staff salaries and fringe benefits (Tables 32 and 33). In both

- cases, the longer the school district had provided collective bargaining, the more ““outstanding”
the salary and fringe benefits i'atings by principals. -

The significant “‘effects of collective bargaining’’ ratings included the two above (salaries,
fringe benefits) plus another — staff morale (Tables 34, 35 and 36). The longer the school/
district engaged in collective bargaining, the higher the “strengthened’ ratings of collective
bargaining effects on staff salaries and fringe benefits. The fewer the years engaged in collec-
tive bargaining, the more “‘weakened’’ were the percelved effects of teacher bargaining on

11
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Collective bargaining — with and without. Analyses were performed on within-groups dif-

ferences between administrators from districts with and those without collective bargaining for
teachers. These analyses were on the quality ratings exclusively since only those with collective
bargaining completed the effects of negotiations ratings. i

Eleven of the thirteen variables showed significant within-groups differences. The principals’
group was different on ten institutional quality ratings. In eight of the ten significant differ-
ences for prlnmpals prlnclpals from districts without collective bargaining gave higher quality
ratings (outstanding, good) for their schools. Following are the eight variables so rated: (a)
staff morale, (b) fiscal condition, (c) community support of education, (d) intra-staff com-
munications, (e) instructional programs, (f) extra curricular programs, (g) student achievement
and (h) student morale (Tables 37 through 44).

Two variables — staff salaries and fringe benefits for professional staff — were rated more

highly (outstanding) by principals from districts with collective bargaining {Tables 45 and 46).

Significant differences between superintendents from districts with and those without
collective bargaining were observed on three institutional quality variable ratings — profes-
sional staff salaries, fringe benefits for professional staff and physical facilities (Tables 47,
48 and 49 ). In all three cases, superintendents from districts with collective bargaining gave

significantly higher (outstanding) ratings.

Community college presidents from colleges with and without teacher bargaining were
different on four of the quality variables. Presidents from colleges with bargaining gave sig-
nificantly higher ratings to prowfessional staff salaries and physical facilities (Tables 50 and 51)
than presidents from colleges without bargaining. The reverse was true for community support
of education and student morale (Tables E2 and 53). Those from colleges without negotiations
rated their colleges higher (outstanding) on these two variables.

Administrative Roles and Functions — Part IV

Importance Ratings

The following thirteen (13) administrative roles and functions were rated in terms of impor-
tance on a 5-point scale from “"very important’” to “unimportant”:

1. General decision making 8. Curriculum planning
2. Building management 9. Stimulating innovation and change
3. Business management . 10. Supervision of instruction
4. Establishment of educational goals 11. Coordinating school activities
5. Budgeting  12. Policy development and
6. Personnel selection, assignment, _ : implementation
retention and promotion 13. Student discipline

7. Staff evaluation

12



Administrators from schools/districts/colleges with collective bargaining were also to report
the effects of staff negotiations on a three_-point scale — “strengthened,” "'no effect” and

"weakened’’ ratings.

The results of the importance ratings show wide variations between the three groups on the
perceived importance of various administrative roles and functions (Table 6). These differences
tended to correlate with the traditional responsibilities associated with the positions.

' The administrative role or function with consistent responses across groups was personne/
selection, assignment, retention and promction. Nearly all respondents rated this item as "very
important” or “relatively important.” All other items showed a significant disparity between
one group and the other two. Typically, the principal or community college president groups
deviated from the others. Superintendents tended to respond like one of the other groups

on nearly all items.

Virtually all roles and functions were rated, by a large majority within each group, as being
either “very important” or “relatively important.” The differences arose in the respondents’
ratings within these two categories. '

Principals rated as less important (relative to the other two groups) (a) general decision
making, (b) business management, (c) budgeting and (d) policy development and implemen-
tation. They (principals) rated as more important (a) staff evaluation, (b) curriculum planning
and (c) supervision of instruction (Tables 54 through 60). '

Community college presidents rated less important (relative to principals and superinten-
dents) building management, supervision of instruction and building management Tables 60
and 61). They rated as more important establishing goals and priorities and ‘stimulating innova-
tion and change (Tables 62 and 63). .

Except for business management (Table 55), which was rated more highly, superintendents’
responses were in the range between principals’ and community college presidents’ responses.
On one item, student discipline, (which only principals and superintendents rated) superin-
tendents rated the function as being of less importance than that perceived by principals
(Table 6).

Effects of Collective Bargaining

The survey groups were instructed to report the effects of collective bargaining on each of
the thirteen administrative roles and functions. The same three response options — *‘strength-
ened,” “no effect” and "‘weakened’ — as provided for rating the institutional variables — were

used in this section of the survey instruments.
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Majorities of each of the three groups perceived either “weakened" or “no effects” on the
roles and functiors. None of the thirteen roles and functions was viewed by anything close to
a majority as having been "strengthened’’ by teacher collective bargaining. .

Those roles and functions perceived by the largest proportions of all three groups as “weak-
ened’’ by teacher bargaining were general decision making, personnel selection, assignment,
retention and promotion and budgeting (Table 6). The other ten roles and functions were
considered by most respondents as having been largely unaffected by collective bargaining.

There were some large differences between the three groups in their “effects’ responses.
Statistically significant response patterns were observed for eight of the thirteen administra-
tive roles and functions. Community college presidents were responsible for all but one of the
among-groups differences. Significantly smaller proportions of community college presidents
reported “weakengd“ effects of collective bargaining on general decision-making and building
management (Tables 64 and 65). They (community college presidents) perceived much more
"weakened’’ effects, however, on establishing educational goals and priorities, staff evaluation,
curriculum planning, stimulating innovation and change and supervision of instruction {(Tables

66 through 70).
Principals responded in a statistically different way on only one role and function — busi-
ness management (Table 71). A smaller proportion of principals than superintendents and

college presidents perceived ‘“weakened” effects of collective bargaining on this variable.

Organizational. Variables

Size._ Organizational size was not a major influencing variable in the importance ratings of
administrative roles and functions. Only three variables were rated in significantly different
ways and in all cases the differences were within the principals’ group. Principals from large
schools rated (a) supervision of instruction, (b) stimulating innovation and change and (c)
establishment of educaticnal goals and priorities significantly higher {important) than those
from smaller schools (Tables 72 through 74).

On one variable the “effects of negotiations’ rating was different among schools of varying
size. Superintendents from large districts perceived more “weakened’ effects of teacher
bargaining on stimulating innovation and change than superintendents from small districts

(Table 75).

e G

Control of organization. The control {public vs non-public) of the organization apparently
had little influence on perceptions of the importance of administrative roles and functions or
the effects of collective bargaining on administrative roles and functions. One variable —
building management — was rated differently by public and non-public principals. The public
school group gave a significantly higher (important) rating to this role and function than the

non-public sample.
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No significant differences in the “‘effects of collective bargaining” ratings on the organiza-
tional control variable were observed for any of the administrative roles and functions.
' ~
Years engaged in collective bargaining. A single administrative role and function was rated
differently on the basis of years engaged in collective bargaining. Community college presi- )
dents from colleges which had provided teacher bargaining for over six years, perceived more
"weakened’’ effects of collective bargaining on stimulating innovation and change than presi-

dents from colleges with less experience in negotiations (Table 77).

Collective bargaining — with and without. The only significant difference between adminis-
trators from organizations with and those without teacher bargaining was for the adminis-
trative role or function — supervision of instruction (Table 78). Community college presidents
from colleges with bargaining rated this role or function more highly {important) than presi-
dents from colleges without teacher negotiations.

Problems and Issues — Part V

Severity Ratings

'

Part V of the instrument surveyed the perceptions of administrators toward Problems and
Issues in Education. Three areas were investigated: (a) severity or magnitude of the problems
and issues, (b) the future projection of severity of the problems and issues and {c) the effects
of collective bargaining on the problems and issues. The severity or magnitude of the follow-
ing i9 problems and issues were rated on a five-point scale from “very critical”’ to “not a
problem or issue’’: '

1. School/community relations 11. Job security

2. Excessive paperwork 12. Declinir_l_g enrollments

3. Problems of teacher personnel 13. Loss of local control

4. Developing and enforcing policies 14. Implementing affirmative action

5. Desegregation—integration 15. Student attendance

6. Problems of pupil personnel 16. Problems related to controlling board

7. Student discipline control 17. Increasing educational costs

8. Drugand alcohol abuse " 18. Decreasing revenues

9. Teacher militancy 19. Working conditions for professional
10. Accountability demands staff

Future projection of severity ratings also used a five-point scale extending from “become
much more critical”’ to “’become much less critical.”

Those problems and issues viewed as most serious were (a) school community relations,
(b) problems of teacher personnel, {c) developing and enforcing policies and regulations,
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(d) accountability-clernands, (e) student attendance (by principals only), (f) lhcreéSMg costs
and (g) decreasing revenues. The last two, increasing costs and decreasing revenues, were rated
by more respondents as being “very critical’’ than any of the other 17 items (Table 7).

Larger proportions of superintendents and pripcipals rated the prob.llerh:_; and issues as more
"serious”’ and ‘‘important’’ than community college presidents. Those problems and issues
receiving the least serious ratings by the three groups were (a) declining enrollments, (b) imple-
menting affirmative action, (c) staff communications, (d) working conditions, (e) desegrega-
tion-integration and (f) problems of pupil personnel (Tablé 7).

The future projection of severity of the problems and issues tended to correlate positively
with the present severity ratings. The problems and issues were generally perceived as becom-
ing more serious than they are at present. Those problems and issues projected as becoming
"much more critical’’ were (a) school/ community relations, (b) paper work, (c) problems of
teacher personnel, (d) developing and enforcing policies and regulations, (e) teacher militancy,
(f) accountability demands, (g) salaries and fringe benefits, (h) extra curricular programs,
(i) problems related to the controlling board and (j) working conditions. Leading the list as \
most critical in the future were the same two that were rated as presently most serious —
(a) increasing educational costs and (b) decreasing revenues (Table 7).

Minor changes from present to future ratings were ng#cd on the following educational
problems and issues: (a) desegregation-integration, (b) prablems of pupil personnel, (c) student
discipline, (d) drug and alcohol abuse, (e) affirmative acticn, (f) student attendance, (g) staff
communications, (h) problems related to the controiling board and (i) working conditions
(Table 7). It should be repeated, however, that in nearly every case, these problems and issues
were seen as becoming more serious than they are perceived at present.

Effects of Collective Bargaining

The nineteen problems and issues common to schools and community colleges were rated
by respondents as having been positively, detrimentally or not affected by teacher collective
bargaining. Eight of the 19 problems and issues were rated by a majority or near majority
of subjects in all three groups as having been detrimentally affected by collective bargaining.
In the order of the highest proportions responding in the “detrimental effect” column were
increasing educational costs, teacher militancy, problems of teacher personnel, school/com-
munity relations, decreasing revenues, developing and enforcing policies and regulations, loss
of local control and problems related to controlling board (Table 7).

One issue — working conditions for professional staff — received a “positive effect’” rating

by the survey groups. The remaining ten problems und issues were generally perceived as un-
" affected by teacher collective bargaining. Those considered least affected were drug and
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alcohol abuse, problems of pupil personnel, desegregation-in tegration, student discipline con-
trol, declining enrollments, implementing affirmative action and student attendance (Table 7).
A majority of respondents in each of the three survey groups gave ‘‘no effects’”” ratings to

these items.

The analyses of differences among the survey groups produced six statistically different
response patterns. Community college presidents were responsible for two of the differences,
principals for two, and superintendents accounted for the other two. Larger proportions of
community college presidents than principais and superintendents reported “detrimental
effects’”’ of teacher bargaining on excessive paperwork and implementing affirmative action
(Tables 79 and 80).

Although most principals perceived'detrimental effects of collective bargaining on increas-
ing educational costs {(69%), the propéi'tion was significantly lower than those of superinten-
dents and community college presidents (Table 81). Principals were also significantly different
on their ratings of the effects of teacher bargaining on working conditions for professional
staff (Table 82). Exactly half of the principals’ group rated positive effects of collective

* bargaining on thls variable as compared to 33% and 40% respectively for supenntendents

and community college presidents.

None of the groups was in close agreement on two of the problems and issues — job security
and Joss of local control (Tables 83 and 84). Larger proportions of superintendents rated both
variables as detrimentally affected by collective bargaining.

Organizational Variables

Size. Size of organization produced nine significant within-groups differences on six educa-
tional problems and issues variables. Principals accounted for one difference. Those: frqm large
schools rated desegregation-integration as a more serious problem than did principals from
small schools (Table 85).

Superintendents responded differently, on the basis of size of organization, on six variables.
Four of the six differences were on severity ratings, with large district superihtendents per-
ceiving the educational problems and issues as more serious than their small district counter-
parts. The four variables were (a) student discipline contrcl, (b) teacher ml//tancy, (c) declining
enrollments and (d) desegregation-integration (Tables 86 through 89). Superintendents from
large districts perceived significantly more problems in the future for desegregation-integration
and problems of pupil personnel than those from small districts (Tables 90 and 91).

Superintendents from various sized districts rated the “offects of negotiations” differently
on one educational problem and issue — accountability demands (Table 92). Large district
superintendents perceived more “detrimental effects’’ of collective bargaining on this issue
than did small district superintendents.
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Community college presidents differed on the size variable on one severity rating — de-
clining enroliments (Table 93). Small college presidents perceived decl/ining enrollments as a
signfficantly more serious problem than presidents from large colleges. '

Control of organization. In the analyses of within-groups differences on the control of
organization vari'able, superintendents were not included because only one non-public super-
intendent responded to the survey. No ’effects of negotiations’” on‘collective‘ bargaining -
analyses were performed on the principals’ group because none of the non-public principals

worked in schoois with teacher bargaining.

Principals in public and non-public schools accounted for eight-significant differences in
severity and projected future severity ratings of problems and issues in education. Student
attendance, loss of local control and developing and enforcing policies and regulations were
rated by public school principals as (a) presently more serious and (b) prdjected in the future
to be more serious problems and issues than did non-public principals (Tables 94 through 99).
Drug and alcohol abuse and teacher militancy were also rated as significantly more serious
problems or issues' at present by public school principals than by non-public principals
(Tables 100 and 101). ’ .

Community college presidents from state, local and private schools differed in their ratings
. of problems and issues in education on five variables. Private college presidents rated as sig-
nificantly less serious, relative to state and local presidents, /oss of local control and problems
of teacher personnel (Tables 102 and 103). Presidents from locally controlled colleges per-
ceived a more serious threat to local control in the future than state and private college

presidents.

The “effects of collective bargaining” were viewed differently by community college presi-
dents on two variables — developing and enforcing policies and regulations and problems
related to board of education (Tables 104 and 105). In both cases, presidents from locally
controlled colleges perceived more “‘detrimental effects” of teacher bargaining than did presi-
dents from state and privately controlled colleges. ' :

Years engaged in collective bargaining. Four problems and issues in education received
significantly different ratings from administrator groups on the basis of years engaged in
collective bargaining. Principals differed on one variable — developing and enforcing policies
and regulations (Table 106). Principals from schools with less experience perceived the prob-
lem as becoming more serious in the future and also rated more ‘“‘detrimental” effects of
collective bargaining than those principals from districts with more years of involvement in
bargaining (Table 107).
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Superintendents and community college presidents working in institutions with snx or more
years of collective bargaining for teachers rated three problems and issues as more serious than
their counterparts in colleges and districts with less experience in negotiations. The more years
engaged in bargaining, the more serious the ratings of problems of pupil personnel and school/ .
community relations by superintendents (Tables 108 and 109). Job security was rated as a
more severe problem by commuhity college presidents in colleges with six or more years of
bargaining than by presidents from schools with fewer years of bargaining (Table 110).

Collective bargaining — with and without. Nearly all of the significant differences in ratings
for those who have collective bargaining and those who do not were within the principals
grcup. Principals from schools with teacher bargaining rated the following problems and issues
as imore severe than those from schools without collective bargaining: (a) problems of pupil
personnel, (b) job security, (c) drug and alcohol abuse, (d) declining enrollments, (e) problems
related to board of education, (f) loss of local control, (g) student discipline control, (h)
teacher militancy, (i) developing and enforcing policies and regulations (Tables 111 through
119).

Five problems and issues were rated as significantly different in terms of future severity.
Principals working in schools with teacher bargaining rated projected severity significantly
higher (more severe) than principals from schools without teacher bargaining on the following:
(a) student discipline control, (b) teacher militancy, (c) developing and enforcing policies and
regulations, (d) implementing affirmative action, (e) accountability demands (Tables 120
through 124). :

Two significant differences in severity ratings existed within the community college presi-
dents group. Those presidents from colleges with bargaining gave higher.severity ratings to
fob security and developing and enforcing policies and regulations than did presidents from

_colleges without teacher bargaining (Tables 125 and 126).

!.;JISCUSSION

The questions in the General Impressions section of the survey produced an interesting
response pattern. Principals and superintendents tended to respond in a like manner. Com-
munity college presidents, on the other hand, responded differently. On all items, the presi-
dents agreed less strongly than the other two groups. Perhaps this respbnsé pattern can be
partially attributed to the prevalence of collective bargaining among the three samples. Three-
fourths of the principals and superintendents responding to the survey were from schools or
districts with collective bargaining while only one-half of the community college presidents
were from colleges with teacher bargaining.
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The results of Part Il indicate rather clearly that all three grcups perceived a significant
impact "of collective bargaining on education and on administrative roles. That impact was
typically viewed as negative and detrimental to the admlmstrator regardless of level. There
was general consensus on the role of professional associations and organizations in the collec-
tive bargaining issue. All three groups terded to agree that their associations were sensitive
to the implications of collective bargaining and were keeping their members current on coliec-
tive bargaining issues. - ‘

The results of Part 11l also showed some significant variations between groups on both
institutional quality ratings and the effects of collective bargalnlng on the institutional var-

iables. Once again, community college presidents tended to differ from the principal and

superintendent groups. Their ratings were higher than those made by the other two groups.
In general, however, the administrative groups rated their respective institutions fairly high
on all 13 institutional quality variables. On only one variable — inservice programs — did a
majority of all three groups rate their schools/districts/colleges as fair or poor.

The perceptlons of effects of coIIectnve bargaining revealed a rather negative view of the
impact of collective bargaining on the institutional variables. Collective bargaining was seen
by a majority of respondents as having a positive {strengthening) effect on staff sa/ar/es and
fringe benefits only. The typlcal result was either "‘no effect” or ‘‘weakening” effects On
community support, staff morale, public relations and fiscal cond/t/on collective bargammg
was perceived by most respondents as having had a ""weakened’’ effect. The |mportance of
these variables to an educational institution cannot be over emphasized. If the effects of
collective bargaining are as profound as reported, educational institutions wnII experience
increasingly serious problems as collective bargaining with teachers becomes more prevalent

throughout the country.

Mihimal effects of collective bargaining were .perceived for instructional programs, ‘_Jstudent
achievement and student morale. The respondents tended to see “no effects” of cellective
bargaining on these variabies. This suggests that the differences between teacher organlzatlons
and boards of control may not be affecting teaching performance or student learning to any
appreciable degree. If there are significant strengthening or ‘weakening effects on these var-
jabies, they are not apparent to a rhajority of administrators.

The organizational variables of size, control, years engaged in collective bargaining and
bargaining versus, no-bargaining resulted in some meaningful differenceslon the institutional
quality and effects ratings. The two quality variables — staff salaries and fringe benefits for
professional staff — were rated differently on all institutional variables by at least one of the

three administrator groups. Administrators from large, public institutions, which have provided '

collective bargaining for a long period of time, rated salaries and fringe benefits as more
-"outstanding” or ‘’good” than administrators from institutions with opposite characteristics.

. . -
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The only significant differences in ratings of the effects of callective bargairiing for .the
institutional quality variables were on the years engaged in collective bargaining. Two of the
three differences were staff salaries and fringe benefits. Not surprisingly, the longer the organi-
zation was involved in collective bargaining, the more “strengthened” the perceived effects of
bargaining. Staff morale, however, was seen as more "weakéngd" by principals from schools

3

with less experience in bargainirig.

Administrators working in schooIs/districts/collleges with collective bargaining rated their
respective institutions significantly different on several quality variables. Except for staff
salaries and fringe benefits (which those with bargaining rated higher), administrators without
bargaining tended to provide significantly higher (outstanding) institutional quality ratings.
For some undiscernible reason, principals differed most frequently.

The importance ratings of the thirteen Administrative Roles and Functions produced
no unusual results. All roles and functions were rated as important by a majority of respon-
dents with some slight variations in degrees of importance. The three'groups varied signifi-
~ cantly in their ratings and generally these differences correlated with the frequency with which
administrators perform the roles and functions. P

The effects of collective bargaining on administrative roles and functions were rather dis-
tressing. No “'strengthening’’ effects were seen by a majority of respondents olnAariy of the roles
and functions. Administrators in all three groups either saw '‘no effects’” or ‘‘weakening’’
effects of collective bargaining. As with the importance ratings, the groups-varied markedly
in their effects ratings. Usually, the more important the rating assigned to a role or function
by a given group, the greater the perceived "weakening effects’”’ of collective.ba'r_ggining.

Size, organizaticn control, and years engaged in colie;ét‘i’i:/e,"'b:é{fgaining variables resulted in
few significant within-groups differences for the thirteen administrative roles and functions.
Principals accounted for the size and control of organization differences, with large public

school -principals rating several roles and functions as more important ‘than small school

principals.

The only differences in “effects of collective bargaining” ratings were on size and years
engaged in bargaining. Large school principals saw significantly more “weakened’’ effects of
bargaining on stimulating innovation and change than priricipals from small schools. Presi-
dents from comminity colleges with long experience in bargainingj rated .the same role or
function — stimulating innovation and change — as more "‘weakened” by collective bargain-
ing than presidents in colleges with less experience. No explanations for these differences in
"effects of collective bargaining” ratings are offered. o
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Administrators from institutions with and those without bargalnlng were in surprising
agreement on the importance ratings of administrative roles and functions. Only one difference
was observed — supervision of instruction. College presidents from colleges with bargaining
rated supérvision of instruction higher (more important) than those presidents without bar-
gaining in their colleges. . \

Problems and lIssues i in Educatlon were rated relative to present severity, pro;ected severity
(5-10 years in the future) and effects of negotiations. The typical response pattern was one in
which administrators rated problems as becoming more serious five to ten years from now.
Problems related to school financial support were seen as most “detrimentally’’ affected by
collective bargaining. The number of current problems seen as being aggravated by collective
bargaining were numerous. A few problems and issues were perceived as being neither posi-
tively nor negatively effected by collective bargaining. Only one — sa/aries and fringe benefits
— was seen as having been ‘’positively" effected by bargaining. ‘

The results of Part V — Problems and Issues in Education — were significant in several ways. -
Administrators have a pessimistic view of the future with respect to the problems and issues
of major concern to them today. Very few respondents in any of the three groups saw possi-
bilities for improvement in the magnitude of the problems. The second area of concern is the
prevailing negativism associated with collective bargaining. Whether their perceptions are
accurate or not, administrators see many more iil-effects résulting from collective bargaining
than good. This comes at a time when collective bargaining is becoming more prevalent at all
levels of education and when teacher organizations are more vocal and demandlng than ever

before.

The organizational variables (size, control, years in collective bargaining, bargaining-with
and without) analyses produced numerous differances on the problems and issues ratings.
Large school/district/college administrators tended to perceive the problems and issues as more
severe, becoming more severe in the future and more detrimental]y affected by teacher bar-
_gafning than admir;isfrators from small institutions. One exception was the severity rating on

‘‘‘‘‘‘

as a more serious problem than presidents from large colleges.

The control of organization analyses among principals resulted in eight significant differ-
~ences. In all cases, public school principals rated the problems or issues as more severe or
pecoming more severe in the future than non-public school principals.

There was a tendency for administrators from institutions with more experience in collec-

tive bargaining to rate the problems and issues as more severe than those from schools/districts
and colleges with little experience in bargaining.
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Principals from schools with and without bargaining were different on most of the educa-
__tional problems.and. issues. In virtually every case, principals from schools with teacher bar-
gaining rated the problems or issues as presently more severe or projected to become more
severe in the future. ‘ ‘

Although fewer in number, the differences within the community college presidents group -
were the same as for principals. Presidents from colleges with bargaining gave higher severity
ratings to the educational problems ard issues than those from colleges without bargaining.

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE STUDY

vim

A Congruence of Results‘o'n"the_ Effects of Collective Bargaining

The most encouraging findings of this study were the perceiv2d minimal effects of collec-
tive bargaining on students and programs. There was general consensus among the survey
groups that teacher bargaining had "no effect’’ on instructional progra}ns; Student achieve-
ment, extra-curricular programs and student morale. S

Several of the serious student-related problems in education have apparently not been
affected to any significant degree by collective bargaining. Most respondents reported ‘'no
effects’” of bargaining on student discipline control (principals and superintendents only
completed this item), student attendance, .drug and alcohol abuse (principals and superin- ’
tendents only), and other student-related problems.

The positive or beneficial effects of collective bargaining appear to have accrued to teachers.
Majorities of respondents from all three groups agreed that collective bargaining hasimproved
teacher salaries, fringe benefits and working conditions.

While these improvements in working conditions and economic issues are acknowledged as
substantial, most administrators feel that a heavy price has been paid for these gains. The most
~ serious negative consequenées of collective bargaining were seen in the matters related to
community, staff and finance. Collective bargaining has weakened staff morale, increased
problems of teacher personnel and promoted teacher militancy. . School/community relations
and community support of education were seen as seriously affected by teacher bargaining.

Collective bargaining was perceived as having its greatest negative impact on variables
related to finance. Four items of the survey addressed the-finance issue — fiscal condition,

budgeting, decreasing revenues and increasing costs.
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Of the 13 Institutional Quality variables rated by respondents, fisca/ condition was ton-
sidered by the largest proportions of administrators to have been ““weakened”’ by collective
bargaining. Majorities of superintendents and community college presidents perceived “weak-

ened” effects on the budgeting function. Principals, whose role in budgeting is.minimal in com-

parison to superintendents and community college presidents, tended to view_ ‘no effects.’’

In the opinion of school administrators, the problems most detrimentally affected by
collective bargaining were increasing costs and decreasing revenues. Overall, between two-
thirds and four-fifths of all administrators perceived ‘“detrimental’’ effects of collective bar-
gaining on these two finance-related variables.

A Contrast of Results on the Effects of Collective Bargaining

There was a sizable number of statistically significant differences in response patterns among
the three survey groups. These differences did not, however, change the general conclusions
of this study.

Only five of the differences observed producéd response patterns in which-less than a
majority of at least one group and a majority of at least one other group selected the same
response option, e.g., less than half of group A perceived “‘weakened’’ effects while more than
half of groups B and C perceived ‘‘vveakened’ effects. The five items to receive these signifi-
cantly different response patterns were (a) staff evaluation, (b) stimulating innovation and
change, (c) supervision of instruction, (d) job security, and (e) loss of local cbntro/.

The first three items — staff evaluation, stimulating innovation and change and supervision
of instruction — were rated by lass than half of the principals and superintendents, but by
more than half of the communlty college pre5|dents as "weakened’ by collective bargaining.
Job security was perceived as detrimentally affected by-a majority of superintendents, but by
less than a majorlty of principals and community college presndents The fifth item — Joss of
local contro/ — was rated as detrimentally affected by less than half of the prmcupals group
. but by majorities of superintendents and community college presidents.

The differences involving community college presidents are difficult to interpret. College
presidents are probably less involved in direct staff evaluation and supervision of instruction
than either principals or superintendents and yet they perceived far greater “‘weakened’’ effects
than either of these two groups. Stimulating innovation and change, an administrative role of
equal importance to all three groups, was also perceived by a much larger proportion of
community college presidents as “‘weakened”’ by teacher bargaining. No explanations for these.
differences are offered.
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~ A majority of superintendents rated job security as detrimentally affected by collective
bargaining, but less than half of either of the other groups responded in ti"."-':gway. This finding
mighf be explainéd by the fact that, in general, job security is a m%g,”p_;e_s,sing‘ problem for
superintendents. Collective bargaining is one of the more important issues superintendents
must deal with and would, therefore, pose a threat to job security if not handled to the satis-
faction of the controlling body. '

Loss of local control, perceived by less than half the principals’ group as a problem detri-
“mentally affected by collective bargaining, may be explained by the limited roles and respon-
sibilities of the principal. H.is/her involvement Wi/th' controlling boards and knowledge of
threats to their control would be minimal. The principal’s basic responsibility is the day-to-day
operation of a school and he/she may not be cognizant of infringements on local control by
special interest groups, state and federal agencies or teacher unions.

As mentioned previously, these differences do not change the substantive results of the
study. There-were no differences in perceptions of the effects of collective bargaining on issues
related to firiance,_staff salaries, fringe benefits, working conditons, school/community re- -
lations, studenté, and instructional programs. ;

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This investigation focused on two basic areas: (a) administrators’ ratings of their institu-
tions, job roles and functions and the salient problems.and issues in education now and’in the
future; (b) the perceived effects of collective bargaining on schools and colleges, administra-
tive roles and functions and educational problems and issues. ‘

The results of the study were at the same time both encouraging and distressing. Adminis-
trators at all three levels gave high marks to their schools and colleges on important quality
variables. Collective bargaining, while'perceived as having profound negative effects on many
facets of the educational enterprisé, has apparently had minimal impact on students or in-

structional programs.
Administrators perceive far more negative effects associated with collective bargaining than
_ positive. The only positive effects of collective bargaining, in the opinion of administrators,

have accrued to teachers in the form of staff salaries, fringe benefits and working conditions.

The perceived negative/detrimental effects of collective bargaining were most strongly
felt in areas related to school finance, school/community relations and staff morale.
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A rather disturbing finding of the study was with respect to the perceptions of problems
and issues now and in the future. Administrators have a pessimistic view of the future in that
they see the problems in education as becoming much more serious five to ten years from now.

et !
Below is @ summary of the ratings of institutional quality, administrative roles and functions
and problems and issues in education:

* All groups tended to rate their institutions high on quality variables with com-
munity college presidents giving higher quality ratings to their institutions than
either principals or superintendents. ’

* |nservice programs was the only quality variable rated by more than half of all
groups as "“fair’”’ or "poor.” All other variables were rated by majorities as "excel-
lent” or "“good.” : ' ’ i

* Large, public funded schools with long experience in collective bargaining are
perceived as having better salaries and fringe benefits. - ' ‘ -

* Except for the two variables — salaries and fringe benefits — administrators from
schools and colleges without teacher bargaining gave better ratings on the quality
variables than those with bargaining. '

* Administrators from large, public funded schools and colleges with long years of
experience in collective bargaining tended to perceive problemrs and issues as more
serious now and becoming more serious in the future than small, private schools .
and colleges with less experience in bargaining.

* Principals and community college presidents from schools and colleges with
teacher bargaining rated problems and issues as presently more severe and pro-
jected to become more severe than their counterparts in schools/colleges without
teacher bargaining. ‘

The following results and conclusions are drawn from the ratings of the effects of collective
bargaining on institutional quality variablés, administrative roles and functions and problems

and issues in education:

* Teacher collective bargaining has had a perceived positive effect on three variables
only — staff salaries, fringe benefits and working conditions. All other variables
were felt to be either unaffected or “weakened” by collective bargaining.

S
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* Collective bargaining was perceived as having only minimal impact on student
achievement, instructional programs, and student morale. -

* |n the opinion of school and community college administrators, the conflicts
involving teacher organizations and board of control have apparently not affected
teaching performance or student-teacher relations to any appreciable degree.

* No administrative roles and functions were believed to be strengthened by col-
lective bargaining. Typically, the more important the administrative role or func-
tion the greater the reported ‘‘weakened effects" of collective bargaining.

* The most serious and detrimental effects of collective bargaining were related to
financial issues — increasing costs, decreasing revenues, budgeting and fiscal
condition.

* Administrators believe there has been a deterioration of school/community re-
lations as the public becomes disenchanted with a perceived *higher cost, lower
return’’ on the doilar spent for education. '

The results of this investigation suggest that an “‘is-ought” dichotomy exists in the arena of
collective bargaining. Proponents of collective bargaining claim that the process improves the
educational enterprise and its absence has a negative effect. Apparently the process has either
a neutral or, in some instances, a deleterious effect on the enterprise. These data are of a
*threshold” nature as it relates to the substance of bargaining. If bargaining demands are such
that they affect the quality of public support and/or the educational process, then these ele-
ments are germane to the elements of negotiations. To make demands to demonstrate “‘teach-
ing power” is a step away from the intellectual and humanistic character of education as it
has been perceived in the past. :
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o COLLECTIVE BARGAINING SURVEY
NORTH CENTRAL ASSOCIATION PRINCIPALS AND SUPERINTENDENTS -

Part | — Background Information

1. Check which of the following describes your present position:
(a) Superintendent ) (b) Principal of a Secondary School
S 2. Number of years in your present position {including this year):
3. Grade level organization:
(a) If superintendent, district organization —
K-12 ) 9—-12 9-14
v . K-6_ 7--12 7-14
(b) If principal, school organization —
9-12 : 9—10 -10-12
11-12 - 9-—-14 10--14 Other
4. Control of district or school: Public Non-‘Puinc
5. General type of district or school:  Urban Suburban Town Rural
. 6. Size of school or district {student enroliment):
{a) Superintenden'ts —  Under 400 (b) Principals — Under 400
400-5000 _ 400-1000
5000-15000 __ 1000-2000 ___
over 156000 _ over 2000 :
7. Does your district engage in collective bargaining with teachers? , Yes __ . No
(a) If “'yes’’ to 7 above, number of years {including this year). .
(b) If “yes” to 7 above, indicate the national affiliation of your local bargaining group. v .
Nationa! Education Association American Federation of Teachers (AFL/CIO) _

Other (please list)

8. Do secondary schoo! principals in your district participate in the collective bargaining process?
Yes No .
(a) If “yes’’ to 8 ahove, what is their role in negotiations?
Active involvement ___ Silent observers _

Other {please list)

Part Il — General Impressions

Directions: For questions 9-15, please circle the number after each item which correlates to your response

> >

= i)

[~ :6 =

S z 2

[ b= 8

. . . Q [} 1]

Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree that: 4 ® o g

[o1] (=1 oo

. . < < < [a]

9. _Collective bargaining with teachers is becoming more prevalent in the schools. 1 2 3 4
10. National professional education associations and organizations are aware of

the implications of collective bargaining on the administration of schools
{e.g., North Central Association, Phi Delta Kappa, American Association of
School Administrators, Nationa! Association of Secondary School

Principals, etc.).
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11.
12.
13.
14.

15.

Please rate your schoo! or district on the following variables. If your district provides collective bargainin

National professional education associations and organizations are doing

a good job of keeping their members abreast of collective bargaining issues.

The school administrator is increasingly defenseless before the power of
teachers and teacher organizations.

The superintendent/principal {respond for your position only) should be
actlvely involved in the téacher negotiations process.

Collective bargaining has forced administrators to share administrative
decision-making with teachers.

Colective bargaining has resulted in broader responsibilities given to
supbrintendents/principals (respond for-your position onlyl,

Part |11 — Institutional Ratings

Agree Strongly

Agree

N

Agree Mildly

W

Disagree Mild'y

D

Disagree Strongly -

g
(=]
2
o
5 6
5 6
5 6
5 6
5 6

g for teachers, please

indicate your perceptions of the effects of staff negotiations oA each of the variabl:s Tisted.

W W W W W W W W W W W W W

Rating

o
£
©
g
4 °
2 b4 s
2 [} ©
(o] (O] w

16. Instructional program (1 2

17. Extra-curricutar programs B _ (1 2

18. Community support of education (1 2

19. Stafi morale . (1 2

20. Inservice programs (1 2

21. Student academic achievement (1 2

22. Student morale {1 2

23. Intra-staff communications _ (1 2

24.  Public relations - ' (1 2

25. Professional staff salaries (1 2

26. Fringe benefits for professional staff : (1 2

27. Physical facilities . (1 2

28. Fiscal condition (1 2

: *Complete only if your schoo! provides for collective bargaining.
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4)
a)
4)
a)
4)
4)
4)
a)
a)
a)
a)
a)

Sirengthened

1

-—

No Effect

N N N N N N N N N N N NN

‘ Weakened

Effects of Staff
Negotiations*



Part IV — Administrative Roles and Functions

INSTRUCTION: Below are listed some of the major roles and functions of school administrators. Please rate these roles and
functions in terms of perceived IMPORTANCE. If. your district_provides collective bargaining for teachers, please indicate
. your perceptions of the effects of staff negotiations on your ability to perform cach of the administrative roles or functions.

Effects of Staff
Importance Rating " Negotiations®
. £
< s
2 -2
€ ' a E
g2 E 5 g H
& 2> > £ 5 & °
E & s % 3 s & g
& &5 5 & E s o 3
s & 2z & 5 5. 2 =
29. General decision making (1 2 3 -4 " 5) '(1 2 3)
30. ' Building management (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 Z)
3L Business management (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3)
32. Establishment of educational goals and priorities (1 2 3 4 5) (1 . 2 3)
33.  Budgeting (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3
34. Personnel selection, assignment, retention & i . .
promotion ) (1 2 3 4 S (1 2 3)
35.  Staff evaluation {1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3)
36. Curriculum planning (1 2 3 4 5) - (1 2 3
37.  Stimulating innovation & change M 2 3 4 5 n 2 3
38. 'Supervision of instruction (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3)
39. Coordinating sc.hnol activities (1 2 3 4 5) N 2 3)
40. Pblicy development & implementation (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3)
41.  Student discipline (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3)

*Complete only if you'r school provides for collective bargaining.

Part V — Problems and Issues in Education

Below are listed some issues and problems confronting educational administrators. Please rate in terms of (a) severity or

‘magnitude, (b) estimate of severity or magnitude in 1he future (five to ten years hence). If vour district engages in collective
bargaining with teachers, please indicate the effects of staff negotiations on each of the issues and problems listed.
Severity or Magnitude Future Projcction " Neggtiations*

Positive Effect
Detrimental Effect

Not a Present Problem or Issue
No Fffect

Very Critical Problem or lssue
importans Problem or lssue
Become Much More Critical
Become Much-Less Critical

42.  School/community relations

N Become Slightly More Critical

o1
=
N
@«

W  QOccasional Problem or Issue

—
-
,
-~
pp—
-

a
=
a
=
@

43, Excessive paper work

.
w

44, Problems of teacher personnet

& & &~ 5 Become Slightly Less Critical

W W W W NocChange

=
NONON R
¢

a
=
NN
o
=
NN
]

w
5]
=
5
=
w

45, Developing and enforcing policies & regulations (1
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Severity or Magnitude Future Projection Negotiations*

'R ) § = -
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g E§ 5 2 £ 5 9258 & 28
46. Desegregation — integration 1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3 &4 5) 1 2 3)
47. Problems of pupil personnel 1 2 3 4 b (1 2 3 4 .5) 1 2 3)
48.  Student discipline control ' M 2 3 4 5 M 2 3 4 5 n 2 3
49, Drug and alcohol abuse (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3 4 5) 1 2 3)
50. Teacher militancy 1 2 3 4 5 (1 2 3 4 b5) (1 2 3)
51. Accountability demands - (1 2 3 4 By~ '(1 2 3 4 5) 1 2 3
52,  Job security 1.2 3 4 5 - (1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
53. Professional staff salaries .(1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3 4 5) 1 2 3)
54. Declining enrolliments (1 2 3 4 5 (1 "2 3 4 5) M 2 23)
55. Loss of local control 1 2 3 4 b5 (1 2 3 4 B5) 1 2 3)
56. implementing affirmative action (1 2 3 4 b (1 2 3 4 5 (1 2 3)

- B7. Extra-curricular programs 1 2 3 4 5) '.(1 2 3 4 5) 1 2 3)

58. Student attendance 1 2 3 4 5 (1 2 3 4 5) 1 2 3)
59. Intra-staff communications : (1 2 3 4 5) 1 2 3 4 5) hn 2 3
60. Problems related to board of education 1M 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3 4 b5) 1 2 3
61. Increasing educational costs (1 2 3 4 b (1 2 3 4 5) 1 2 3
62. Decreasing revenues 1 2 3 4 5) 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3)
63. Working conditions for professional staff 1 2 3 4 5 (h 2 3 4 5 M 2 3

32
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COLLECTIVE BARGAINING SURVEY —~ NORTH CENTRAL ASSOCIATION
COMMUNITY AND JUNIOR COLLEGE PRESIDENTS

Part | — Background Information

Contro! of your college: State State/Local Non-public

General type(s) of area served: Urban Suburban : Town

Size of your college (student enroliment):

under 500

“

Rural

500-1000

1000-3000

3000-5000

over 5000

Do you have a collective bargaining agreement with your instructional staff? Yes

(a) If “‘yes" to 4 above, number of years (inciuding this year).

(b) If “yes’ to 4 above, indicate the national affiliation of your local bargaining group.

National Education Association
American Federation of Teachers (AFL/CIO)
American Association of University Professors

Other (please list)

No

Do administrators or Board Members at your ctollege participate in collective bargainihg sessions?

Yes No . . .
(a) If “yes” to 5 above, what is their role in negotiations?
Active involvement Silent observers

Other (please list)

Part |1 — General Impressions

Directions: For questions 6-11 please circle.the number after each item which correlates to your response. -

Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree that:

10.

M.

Collective bargaining with teachers is becoming more prevalent in community
and junior colleges. ’

Nationa! professional education associations and organizations are aware of
the implications of collective batgaining on the administration of colleges
(e.g., North Central Association, American Association of Community and
Junior Colleges, American Council on Education, Phi Delta Kappa, etc.).

National professional education associations and organizations are doing a
good job of keeping their members abreast of collective bargaining isstres.

The college administrator is increasingly defenseless before the power of
teachers and teacher otganizations.

Collective batgaining has forced community and junior college presidents -
to share administrative decision making with teschers.

Collective bargaining has resufted in broader responsibilities given to
community and junior college presidents.

Agree Strongly

.3

N Agree

W Agree Mildly

Q
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Part 111 — Institutional Ratings

Picase rate your college on the following variables. If your college provides collective bargaining for teachers, please indicate .
your perceptions of the effects of staff negotiations on each of the variubles listed.

RATING EFFECTS OF STAFF
- NEGOTIATIONS®
o B
£ < o
T g § 2
£ © . e & 2
3 5 H S S ) 3
) 3 g & &» z =
12, instructional program (1 2 3 4) (1 2 3)
~3%’ Extra-curricular programs (1 2 3 4) (1 2 3)
14.  Community support of education . (1 2 3 4) (1 2 3)
16.  Staff morale (1 2 3 4) {1 2 3)
16. Inservice programs (1 2 3 4) (1 2 3)
17.  Student academic achievesnent {1 2 3 C4) (1 2 3)
18.  Student morale (1 2 3 4) (1 2 3)
19. Intra-staff commupications ‘ (1 2 3 4) {1 2 3)
20. Public relations (1 2 3 4) {1 2 3)
21. Profassions! staff salaries (1 2 3 4) {1 2 3
22.  Fringe bencfits for professional staff (1 2 3 4) (1 2 3)
. 23. Physical facilities (1 2 3 4) (1 2 3}
24. Fiscal condition (1 2 3 4) (1 2 3)

'Complem only if your college provides for collective bargaining.

Part 1V — Administrative Roles and Functions

INSTRUCTION: Below are listed some of the major roles and functions of college administrators. Please rate in terms of
perceived IMPORTANCE of each role or function. |f your college provides collective bargaining for teachers, please indicate
your perceptions of the effects of staff negotiations on your ability to perform each of the administrative roles or functions.

IMPORTANCE EFFECTS OF STAFF
RAYING NEGOTIATIONS®
€
= 8
s 5
- 5 E
[=4 o -—
a 2> > < o - el
z k] E = E S w %
] [} [ %} c = [o] @
> o Z [ 2 7] 2 =
25. General decision making (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3)
26.  Building management - (1 2 3 4 ' 5) (1 2 3)
27.  Business management (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3)
' 28. Establishment of educational goals and priorities (" 2 3 ) 5) (1 2 3)
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lMPORTANCE EFFECTS OF STAFF

RATING NEGOTIATIONS*®
- Lé | .
§ 5
c Q. B
- s ¢ 3
& 3 - 3 5 2 § B
= 2 © 2 - =) b @
oy B S k] E ™ g o §
> « z T 5 &5 2 =z
29, Budgeting n 2 3 4 5 - 2 3
30. Personnel selection, assignment, retention i
and promotion (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3)
31.  Staff evaluation - ' (1 2 3 "4 s . 2 3
32.  Curriculum planning . 1 2 3 4 5 2 3)
33. Stimulating innovation and change (1 2 3 4 5) ) {1 2 3)
34.  Supervision of instruction ' 1 2. 3 4 5) 1 2 3)
=38, Coordlnatmg school aCtIVItICS (1 2 3 4 5) ) (1 2 3)
36. Policy devclopmcnt and implementation (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3).

*Complete only if your college provides for collective bargaining.

Part V — Problems and Issues in Education
‘ Below are listed some issues and problems confronting coliege administrators. Please rate in terms of (a) severity or magnitude,
.. (b} estimate of magnitude or severity in the future (five to ten years hence). If your college engages in collective bargaining wnth ]
teachers, please indicate the effects of staff negotiations on each of the issues and problems listed. -

SEVERITY OR MAGNITUDE FUTURE PROJECTION NEGOTIATIONS*

e - = -
233 o5 £ 2 3
5 2 = g 9 g O 5 £
o E i =3 [ o 3 “ -
Ko} E @ * 'g o 2 - - ] o
°© 2 3§ & § = > > o =
5 a 2 2
o o @ E - £ £ £ = oo hyi
8 &« % 35 § s & , =& 5 2 =
= € 2 ¢ 8 2 »n g ®»n 2 b g c
5 88 & popEoze =z fOd
t (=4 <] - [e] [<] [$] [=] [<] = w -
@ o 8 £ o 9 9 P 9 9 a o =
S E 5§ 5 =2 d 8 z &8 4 e z &
37.  School/community relations h 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3 4 65) n _ 2 3)
38. Excessive paperwork (1 2 -3 4 5) (1 ‘2 3 4 5) (1 2 3)
. 39. Problems of teacher personnel (1 2 3 4 05) (1 2 3 4 65). (1 ' 2 " 3)
E 40. Developing and enforcing policies and regulations (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3)
41,  Problems of pupil personnel (1 2 3 4 65) (1 2 3 4 ©5) (1 2 3)
42, Teacher militancy (1t 2 3 4 5) (1 2.3 4 5) {1 2 3)
43.  Accountability demands (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3 4. 5) (1 2 3
- -
44,  Job security . . .12 3 4 5 (1 2 3 4 3) (1 2 3)
45, Professional staff salaries and fringe benefits (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3 4‘ 5) (1- 2 3
- 46, Declining enrollments (1 2 3 4 5 (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 ;3)
o T w85 |
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SEVERITY OR MAGNITUDE FUTURE PROJECTION NEGOTIATIONS®

© @ R
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47.  Loss of local control 1 2 3 4 b5) (1 2 3 4 5) 1 2 3)
48, Implementing affirmative action (1 2 3 4 5) 1. 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3)
49. Extra-curricular programs (1 2 3 4 ©5) (1 2 3 4 65) (1 2 3)
50. Intra-staff communicatiuns "1 2 3 4 B8) (1 2 3 4 65) (1 2 3
51. Problems related to the controlling board 1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3 4 5) (1 .2 3)
b2. Increasing educational costs (1 2 3 4 b5) (1 2 3 4 b5) (1 2 3
s . B3, Decreasing revenues (1 2 3 4 ©5) 1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3
54, Working conditions for professional staff ' (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3 4 5) (1 2 3)

*Complete only if your college provides for collgctive bargaining.
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TABLE 1

PART I - BACKGROUND INFORMATION ) SURVEY GROUP: PRINCIPALS
1. School level organization: n % -~ n Z
9-12 120 59 10-12 61 30
11-12 1 .5 10-14 0 0
9-10 0 0 other 23 11
9-1h 0 0
2.- Control of school : . n %
Public 196 95
Non-Public 11 p)
3. Type of community served: n %
: Urban s 16 ok
Suburban SR 50 26
Town . 48 25
Rural ‘ 47 25
4. 'School enrollment: n %
Under 400 2T 15
400-1000 ‘ : 65 37
1000-2000 : 60 3h
over 2000 T , 2k 1k
5. Engage in collective bargaining: o n %
Yes . 155 75
No 22 25
6. Number of years engaged in collective n %
bargaining: =
0-3 : 33 - 25
4-6 3b 25
over 6 " 6h 50
T. Neational affiliation of local bargaining n Z_ -
unit: T
NEA 124 84
AFT ' : 13 9
other 10 T
8. Principal participation in collective bargaining: n %
Yes 91 46
No : : 107 54 -
9. Role of principal if participation n %
in collective bargaining: ' .
Active . 35 Lo
Passive (observer) 32 36
Other : 21 . 2}
37




TABLE 2

. PART I - BACKGROUND INFORMATION

District grade level organization:

SURVEY GROUP: SUPERINTENDENTS

n 2 n £
K-12 145 ok T-12 1 .6
- K-6 1 .6 9-1L 0 0
K-1h 2 1.3 T-14 0 0
9-12 1 .6 other b 2.5
2. Control of district: n %
Public 156 99
Non-public 1 1
3. Type of community served: n Z
Urban 17 13
Suburban 32 2L
Town -~ 40 30
Rural 45 3k
4. District enrollment: n 4
Under 40O 3 2
L00-5000 114 75
5000-15000 26 17
over 15000 10 6
5. Engage in collective bargaining n Z
Yes 119 76
No 37 24
6. Number of years engaged in collective n z
bargaining:
0-3 18 16
4-6 27 24
over 6 66 60
7. National affiliation of local bargaining n’ %
unit:
NEA 9L 89
AFT 9 8
other 3 3
8. Principal participation in collective n %
bargaining:
Yes 63 L6
No 5 T3 54
© 9. Role of principal if participation ¢ n %
in collective bargaining:
" Active 26 L2
Passive (observer) 17 27
Other 19 31
38
35
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“PART I - BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1.

TABLE 3

Type of area or community served:
Urban
Suburban
Town
Rural

Student enrollment
Under 500
500-1000
1000-3000
3000-5000
over 5000

Engage in collective bargaining:
Yes
No

Number of years engaged in collective
bargaining:

0-3

L-6

over 6

National affiliation of local bargaining unit:

NEA

AFT .
AAUP
other

Administrator or Board Member involvement
in collective bargaining:
" Yes
No

Role of administrator(s) or Board Member(s)
in collective bargaining:

Active

Passive

other

Control of college
State
Local
Non-Public

39

36

n

28

33

16
45

n

10
29
55
20

59

n

T2
102

n

18
19
31

a

38
20

1
1L

n

65
70

n

L3
3
10

n

L2
118

15

v

%
23
27
13
37

SURVEY GROUP: COMMUNITY & JUNIOR COLLEGE PRESIDENTS



TABLE U

PART II -- GENERAL IMPRESSIONS . ITEM ANALYSES BY'SURVEY GROUP
(percentages)
= > 2
@ 5 g g g
1. Collective bargaining with teachers is g g 8 5 & &
becoming more prevelant in schools and < < < o a a

community colleges.

Principals 60 36 L 0 0
Superintendents ‘ 77 19 3 0 1 0
Community College Presidents 1Y) 43 6 1 1 0
2, MNational professional education
associations and organizations are
aware of the implications of
collective bargaining on the
. administration of schools/colleges.
Principals 23 55 12 5 4 1
Superintendents 31 46 15 2 5 1
Community College Presidents L 12 4o 21 11 13 1
3. National professional education
associations are doing a good Job
of keeping their members abreast wy
of collective bargaining issues.
Principals 8 50 29 9 3 1
Superintendents : o 12 47 26 5 8 2
Community College Presidents _ 3 2} 41 1k 16 2

4. The school/college administrator is
increasingly defenseless before the
power of teachers and teacher organ-

izations.
Principals 19 36 23 10 11 1
Superintendents ) 17 32 21 12 16 3
Community College Presidents - 9 23 27 14 21 6

5. The superintendent/principal should be
actively involved in the teacher
negotiations process.

18 35 17 6 16 8

Principals
22 12

Superintendents 20 32 8

49
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TABLE 4 (cont.)

i

“PART II -- GENERAL IMPRESSIONS

6. Collective bargaining has forced
administrators to share administrative

decision-making with teachers.

Principals
Superintendents
Community College Presidents

Collective bargaining has resulted
in broader responsibilities given to
superintendents/principals/community

college presidents.
Principals

Superintendents
Community College Presidents

38

41

ITEM ANALYSES BY SURVEY GROUP

Agree Strongly

(percentages)

Agree

L6
3k

30
37
25

Agree Mildly

22
12
15

Disagree Mildly

10

14
12
16

Disagree

0]

=)
()R %))

22
18
31

Disagree Strongly

=R o



TABLE 5

ITEM ANALYSES BY SURVEY GROUP

'II ~ ;
wpfT LR TheTITUTIONAL RATINGS
‘ (percentases)

Effects of Staff

Rating Negotiations
2 3
g 3 i 5 g i
o 8 i & & 2
3 .
In® ge‘tignal program _
3 itlqj_pa!.ls 21 58 17 3 19 5T
o Peypintendents: 17 68 10 5 9 63
Ommypity College Presidents 1 53 3 3 10 Ut
0 raw
Bxt peubriculaf programs
g, lncipals 15 56 21 8 12 L8
o bepjntendents 18 3 17T 3 12 63
Ominynity College Presidents 8 50 33 9 0 57
Commggity suppol't of education
S, Ingjpals R 15 41 30 1k B I 1 N
o bepintendents 15 51 24 10 3 32
Smypity (ollege Presidents 34 43 17 6 I 54
Staffppmrale .
s Ingjpals 12 59 21 9 23 28
Q“Debintendents 8 65 26 1 14 2L
Otmypity College Presidents 15 65 18 2 24 22
r »
InseTYy srograns , |
S ingipals 3 29 49 19 21 59
o Perintendents ] 51 4 21 51
Omypity College Presidents 3 30 51 17 .10 L
de
sod gt Aoademic achievement
S ingipals 8 62 26 4 379
o bepintendents 7T 70 20 4 1 87
OMmynity College Presidents 1L 5 10- 2. 1 83
Studegt mgrale
8 Ingipals T 68 22 4 3 78
o ey jntendents 6 75 16 4 o B2
Otmypity College Presidents 19 70 10 1 0 81
tra
1o QStarf comnunications
8 Ingjpals 3 56 35 6 22 L7
o Perintendents 5 60 32 3 2b 3
Sminynity College Presidents 5 56 35 5 22 31
bli ’
e § re)ptions L i :
%bihqipals 5 L6 37 13 5 43
o Derintendents 6 60 25 9 2 35
Otmy ity College Presidents 23 52 19 5 L 50
42 |

Weakened

o
25
L3

. 58.....

65
42

L9
62
55

20
28
L7

18 -
12

20

18 .-

19

31
Ly
b7

53
46



TABLE 5

CPART III -- INSTITUTIONAL RATINGS

10.

11.

12. .

13.

Professional staff salaries
Principals
Superintendents
Community College Presidents

Fringe benefits for professional staff
Principals
Superintendents
Community College Presidents

Physical facilities
Principals
Superintendents
Community College Presidents

Fiscal condition
Principals
Superintendents
Community College Presidents

(cont.)

Qutstanding

16
14

36

17
18
34

10
14

43

ho

Good

56
48

52
5T
51

Lo
b7
52

o

ITEM ANALYSES BY SURVEY GROUP

Rating

Fair

27
21
21

28
21
12

3

2L
17

37
30
25

" Poor

Fhow

17
13

(percentages)

84
80
Th

Strengthened

Effects of Staff

Negotiations

No Effect

15
16
24

81
82

92

43
k2

Weakened

w\ N

17

55
62

5T



PART IV - ADMINISTRATIVE ROLES AND FUNCTIONS

General decision making
Principals
Superintendents
Comm. College Presidents

Building management
Principals
Superintendents
Comm. College Presidents

Business management
Principals
Superintendents
Comn. College Presidents

Establishment of educational
goals and priorities
Principals ~
Superintendents
Comm. College Presidents

Budgeting
Principals
Superintendents
Comm. College Presidents

Personnel selection, assignment

retention & promotion
Principals
Superintendents
Comm. College Presidents

Staff evaluation
Principals
Superintendents
Comm. College Presidents

Curriculum planning
Principals
Superintendents
Comm. College Presidents

TABLE 6

Very Important

o QO O\
O O\ &

53
50
23

28
T0
61

68

82

37
82
86

Th
70

65
56
L9

63
1;5

1;7

ITEM ANALYSES BY SURVEY GROUP

Importance Rating

E
31 3
13 1
19 1
k1 k
38 10
62 10
Sk 1k
27 3
36 2
27 3
27 6
16 1
.43 17
17 1
12 1
21 5
27 L
27, L
30 L
38 6
ko 11
32 L
L6 9
43 8
44

k1

(percentuses)

Effects of Staff
Negotiations

g

E

> £ o o
3 2 % <
& E g w
c 5 & 2
2 0 8 36
0 0 9 29
0 0 2L 23
2 1 6 L9
1 1 k 48"
6 -0 3 86
L 1 3 TL
0 0 8 57 .
1 0 11 58
2 0 23 L7
1 0 9 56
1 0 16 37
¥ T o 11 52
o . 0 8 39
1 0 lo 38
1 0 9 37
0 0 11 ko
c 0 . 13 35
1 1 26 36
0 0 34 37
1 0 20 20
1 1 18 64
0 0 12 62
1 1 9 51

26
36
31

30
35
L8

38
52

sh e e

50

.52

38
29

61




TABLE 6

(cont.)

ii?ART IV - ADMINISTRATIVE ROLES AND FUNCTIONS
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Stimuiating innovation & change
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Superintendents
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‘Comm. College Presidents

_ Coordinating school activities
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_PART V -- PROBLEMS AND ISSUES TN EDUCATION . ITEM ANALYSES BY SURVEY GROUP
o . . (percentages)
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’ART V -- PROBLEMS AND ISBUES IN EDUCATION
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" PART V -~ PROBLEMS AND ISSUES Tif EDUCATION | ITEM ANALYSES BY SURVEY GROUP
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